HARLOW and HICKS (4) in holding to a Uniprocess theory of learning have argued that reward and nonreward do not differentially influence learning but operate in a parallel manner throughout learning.
They based their conclusions in this regard on data from learning set problems and contrasted their position with Duoprocess theory (6) which maintains that the separate processes of excitation and inhibition follow different courses throughout the course of learning.
In his classical paper on discrimination learning, SPENCE (6) placement of a single wooden block for 5 days. They were tested in the Wisconsin General Test Apparatus using a three-hole tray. Stimuli were 112 pairs of objects differing multidimensionally.
The standard noncorrectional trial procedure was utilized, with raisins as the reward (one raisin per trial). All problems were 13 trials in length and the first six trials involved discrimination learning between the A-object and the B-object. On Trial 7 the previously rewarded object (the A-object) or the previously unrewarded object (the B-object) was placed over the center food well. The procedure for the final six trials of each problem varied according to the four different test conditions that were employed.
Condition P-N (positive-negative).
The single object (the A-object) which had been rewarded on the first six trials of each problem was presented over the center food well on the tray on Trial 7, and was not rewarded. On Trials 8 to 13 this object continued to serve as the incorrect object and the previously unrewarded object was consistently rewarded as the correct object. Thus, the learning on Trials 8 to 13 was a reversal of Trials 1 to 6. This condition was designated P-N i. e., Trials 1 to 6 involved choice of the A-object and Trials 8 to 13
avoidance of the A-object. The cue for this reversal was the presence of an unrewarded A-object over the center food well on Trial 7. which had been rewarded on Trials 1 to 6 was presented over the center hole on the tray on Trial 7 and was rewarded. The A-object then continued to be rewarded on Trials 8 to 13.
Condition N-P (negative-positive).
The single object (the B-object) which had not been rewarded on Trials 1 to 6 was placed over the center food well in Trial 7 and was rewarded.
On Trials 8 to 13 the B-object continued as the rewarded object. This learning was a reversal of Trials 1 to 6.
Condition N-N (negative-negative).
The single object (the B-object) which had not been rewarded was presented over the center food well on Trial 7 and was not rewarded. On Trials 8 to 13 the B-object continued as the incorrect object.
The assignment of animals to conditions was as follows. Group A :
Two monkeys, No. 43 and 44 were tested on 56 problems of both conditions P-N and P-P. These problems were given to animal in the ance of the P-N monkeys is superior to that of the N-P and this difference is significant at the . 01 level as given in Table 1 . The linear component of the difference between group slopes is significant at the . 05 level. Thus the slope of the straight line best fitting the mean performance levels of the P-N condition is significantly greater than the slope of the straight line best fitting the mean performance levels of the N-P condition as shown in Fig. 2 .
The statistical analysis of the transformed data of each group is summarized in Table 2 The exception is the F value for the between group means of Trial 8, the probability falling between the 5 percent and 10 percent level. This may imply that the performance under N-N condition is superior to that of P-P condition.
The Trials 2 to 6, Trial 8 and Trials 9 to 13 performance of the Group C monkeys under all conditions are given in Table 4 and no significant difference at any level can be found. The finding that Trial 8 performance (second trial performance Table 1 Summary of analysis of variance and trend tests for the P-N and N-P conditions. Table 2 Summary of analysis of variance and trend tests for the P-N condition in reversal learning) under the N-P condition in Group B was best fitted by a straight line is not consisted with the facts expected from SPENCE theory (6), because his theory postulates that a sequence of increment might form a parabolic curve.
On the other hand, it is difficult to draw any conclusion about successive decrements from this experiment, because of the lack of trend in the Trial 8 performance curve under P-N condition in Group A.
The finding that there was difference in terms of trend between Table 3 Summary of analysis of variance and trend tests for the N-P condition the Trial 8 performance of the P-N and N-P conditions seems to be also inconsistent with the facts postulated by Uniprocess theory (3 , 4 
